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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In response to the previous office action, Applicant has amended claims 1, 3, 6, 
10, 11, 16, 17, 19, 22, 26, 27, 32, 33, 35, 38, 42, 43 and 48 and has cancelled claims 2, 
7-9, 12-15, 18, 23-25, 28-31, 34, 39-41 and 44-47. Claims 1, 3-6, 10, 11, 16, 17, 19-22, 
26, 27, 23, 33, 35-38, 42, 43 and 48 have been examined. 

Objections to Specification 

2. The amendment filed 4/15/2005 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it 
introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment 
shall introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material 
which is not supported by the original disclosure is as follows: 

Regarding claims 1,17 and 33, the limitation "from a requesting user" in 
conjunction with the original limitation of "receiving requested content" constitutes the 
introduction of new subject matter because the specification filed on 02/16/2001 
particularly points out that "the objectionable content avoidance service provider 
receives the requested content" from servers and such requested content "is checked 
for objectionable content before being forwarded to client," wherein the objectionable 
content avoidance service provider is a proxy server stationed between the servers and 
the user making the request via the client (Applicant: page 6, lines 1-4 and 12-17; page 
10, lines 20-21). The amended claim adds new subject matter by providing a heretofore 
undisclosed embodiment by which the requested content is received directly by the 
requesting user and then apparently forwarded to the objectionable content avoidance 
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service provider (which, notably, appears to contravene the very purpose of filtering 
objectionable content prior to its reception by the requesting user). In the interest of 
compact prosecution, the limitation "from a requesting user" in the above claims is 
subsequently ignored for the purpose of further examination. 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

3. In view of Applicant's amendment, the previous rejections under 25 U.S.C. 112 
are withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3-6, 10, 11, 16, 17, 19-22, 26, 27, 23, 33, 35-38, 42, 43 and 48 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoffberg (US 6,850,252 - 
filed October 5, 1 999) in view of Jensen et al. (US 6,459,809 - filed July 1 2, 1 999), 
hereafter Jensen. 

Regarding claim 1, Hoffberg discloses a method of identifying objectionable 
content, comprising: 



Application/Control Number: 09/788,071 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2134 

receiving requested content (e.g. receiving broadband data; col. 220, line 

20); 

retrieving a user profile for the requesting user, wherein the user profile 
includes parameters for identifying objectionable content and a plurality of categories of 
objectionable content (col. 222, line 62, through col. 223, line 3); 

analyzing the requested content to identify an amount of objectionable 
content (amount of objectionable content determined by a composite score; col. 143, 
line 47, through col. 1 44, line 8; col. 222, line 67, through col. 223, line 1 1 ; col. 223, line 
48, through col. 224, line 6). 

And while Hoffman teaches analyzing the requested content to determine 
whether the amount of objectionable content in the requested content is above at least 
one predetermined threshold (col. 223, lines 3-11), that past requests, including 
objectionable content, are stored in a data structure (col. 224, lines 16-22), Hoffman 
does not explicitly explain storing the requested content in an objectionable content data 
structure if the amount of objectionable content in the requested content is above at 
least one predetermined threshold. 

However, Jensen teaches a method of identifying objectionable content 
comprising storing the requested content in an objectionable content data structure if 
the amount of objectionable content in the requested content is above at least one 
predetermined threshold (filtered content is rerouted from original content stream to a 
data buffer if the content is above a threshold, which is defined as substantively 
matching a dictionary of archetypes; see column 10, lines 30-35, and column 11, lines 
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37-55) for the purpose of later review and analysis to aid in further refining the filtering 
process (col. 12, lines 45-54). Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of Hoffman with the 
teaching of Jensen to provide for storing the requested content in an objectionable 
content data structure if the amount of objectionable content in the requested content is 
above at least one predetermined threshold. One would be motivated to do so in order 
to facilitate later review and analysis toward further refining the filtering process, 
particularly where the identifying the objectionable content involves image analysis. 

Regarding claim 3, the modified method of Hoffman and Jensen is relied upon 
as applied to claim 1 , and Hoffman and Jensen further teach: 

providing at least one entry from the objectionable content data structure 
to a user (Jensen: column 12, lines 45-46; Hoffman: assisted feedback; col. 223, lines 
12-14); 

receiving input from the user categorizing at least one entry as 
objectionable or non-objectionable (Jensen: refinement of archetypes with user input by 
which content is categorized as objectionable or non-objectionable; column 4, lines 49- 
54; Hoffman: assisted feedback with user scoring of content; col. 223, lines 12-14 ); and 

adjusting at least one predetermined threshold within the plurality of 
thresholds if the input from the user categorizes the at least one entry as non- 
objectionable (Jensen: refinement of archetypes; column 4, lines 49-54; Hoffman: 
assisted feedback; col. 223, lines 12-30). 
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Therefore, for the reasons applied above, such a claim also would have been 
obvious. 

Regarding claim 4, the modified method of Hoffman and Jensen is relied upon 
as applied to claim 1 , and Hoffman and Jensen further teach that the method is 
implemented in a proxy server (Jensen: column 4, lines 46-48). Therefore, for the 
reasons applied above, such a claim also would have been obvious. 

Regarding claim 5, the modified method of Hoffman and Jensen is relied upon 
as applied to claim 1 , and Hoffman and Jensen further teach that the method is 
implemented in a client device (Jensen: column 4, lines 33-34, and column 1 1 , lines 2- 
14; Hoffman: set top box; col. 219, lines 51-54). Therefore, for the reasons applied 
above, such a claim also would have been obvious. 

Regarding claim 6, Jensen teaches all the limitations of claim 1 , and further 
teaches a method wherein 

analyzing the requested content to identify an amount of objectionable 
content includes one or more of performing image analysis, performing list based 
analysis, performing textual analysis or receiving an input from a user designating the 
requested content as containing objectionable content (Jensen: image analysis; see 
column 5, lines 22-24; column 10, lines 26-27; and column 11, lines 37-46) and 

receiving an input from a user designating the requested content as 
containing objectionable content (Jensen: column 12, lines 45-50). 

Therefore, for the reasons applied above, such a claim also would have been 
obvious. 
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Regarding claim 10, the modified method of Hoffman and Jensen is relied upon 
as applied to claim 1 , and Hoffman and Jensen further teach that at least one threshold 
is dynamically adjustable (Jensen: column 11, lines 56-57). 

Regarding claim 11, the modified method of Hoffman and Jensen is relied upon 
as applied to claim 1 , and Hoffman and Jensen further teach that at least one threshold 
is dynamically adjustable based on results of review, by a user, of objectionable content 
in the objectionable content data structure (Jensen: column 12, lines 42-50; Hoffman: 
col. 223, lines 12-30). Therefore, for the reasons applied above, such a claim also 
would have been obvious. 

Regarding claim 16, Jensen teaches all the limitations of claim 3, and further 

teaches a method wherein adjusting the at least one predetermined threshold if 
the input from the user categorizes the at least one entry as non-objectionable includes 
determining a new value for the at least one predetermined threshold using one of an 
algorithm, a function, an inference engine, a neural network, an expert system, or an' 
intelligent computing system (Jensen: adjusting thresholds using neural network; 
column 8, lines 57-67, and column 12, lines 49-52; Hoffman: neural network; col. 223, 
lines 25-28). Therefore, for the reasons applied above, such a claim also would have 
been obvious. 

Regarding claims 17, 19, 20-22, 26, 27 and 32, this is an apparatus version of 
the claimed method steps discussed above (claims 1, 3-6, 10 and 11), wherein all 
limitations have been addressed. Thus, for the reasons provided above, such claims 
also would have been obvious. 
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Regarding claims 33, 35-38, 42, 43 and 48, this is a computer program 
product version of the claimed method steps discussed above (claims 1 , 3-6, 10 and 
1 1 ), wherein all limitations have been addressed. Thus, for the reasons provided 
above, such claims also would have been obvious. 

Response to Amendment 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 15 April 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding Applicant's argument that Jensen does not teach the use of a 
threshold to qualify objectionable content, Jensen actually uses a threshold in two 
respects. The fact that Jensen omits the term "threshold" in his description is irrelevant 
since he describes the function of a threshold. 

First, Jensen uses a threshold to determine how closely an object of the 
requested content matches an archetype that defines an objectionable object (col. 9, 
ilnes 46-61; col. 10, lines 30-33). A contour analysis of a content object provides a 
semantic value which is used to compare the object to an archetype. Jensen states that 
the content object is identified as objectionable when "the semantic value... falls within 
the fixed set of prohibited semantic values" (col. 10, lines 30-32). Websters's II New 
Riverside University Dictionary defines "threshold" as "a place or point of beginning." 
One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that the lower bound of the fixed set of 
prohibited semantic values marks a threshold, especially where the upper bound is set 
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to the highest attainable value. For example, for a fixed set of 70 to 100 on a 100-point 
scale, 70 marks a threshold, as it is the point of beginning of the set. 

Second, Jensen uses a threshold to determine an amount of objectionable 
content. Jensen discloses the situation where the user defines objectionable content as 
a dictionary (or group) of objectionable objects, each represented by an archetype, 
rather than a single objectionable object, stating that "a dictionary of archetypes could 
be used to identify sexually explicit images" (col. 10, lines 26-27). One of ordinary skill 
in the art would recognize that the size and arrangement of a dictionary of archetypes 
directly correlates to an amount of objectionable content. For example, in the context of 
image analysis, a dictionary containing objects representing the anatomical features of 
a person's entire body effectively provides a different threshold than a dictionary 
containing objects representing only the anatomical features of a person's upper body, 
as a different amount of content will be blocked in the case where even partial nudity is 
prohibited as opposed to full nudity. 



Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

McClain et al. (US 6,772,214) discloses a method for filtering content stored on a 
proxy cache server. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Elmore whose telephone number is 571-272-4224. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M 10-8, T-Th 9-7. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Greg Morse can be reached on 571-272-3838. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





